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SECTIONI. INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVESUMMARY

The objective of the 2016 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al)process was
to research, analyze, and identify prospective impediments to fair housing choice throughout
non-entitlement areas of the State. To ensure an accurate evaluation of arrent fair housing
conditions, the Al includes a review of demographic and housing market data, relevant
legislation, policies and practices affecting fair housing, public education and outreach
efforts and direct community involvement through surveys, public forums, webinars and
focus groups. The goal of the completed Al is to suggest actions that the State can consider
when working toward eliminating or mitigating the identified impediments .

General

Federal fair housing statutes are largely covered bthe following three pieces of U.S.
legislation:

1. The Fair Housing Act,
2. The Housing Amendments Act, and
3. The Americans with Disabilities Act.

The federal Fair Housing Act, 42 U.S.C. § 3608(e)(5), requires the Secretaryof the United
StatesDepartment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to administer its housing and
urban development programs in a manner to affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH). All
jurisdictions that are direct HUD -funded recipients of Community Development Program
funds are required to conduct an assessmenbf its barriers to housing choice and develop a

plan for overcoming the impediments identified. The purpose of fair housing law is to protect

) odgrnm@r qgqhfgs sn nvm+ rdkk+ ot quithgut feat of n g
unlawful discrimination. The goal of fair housing law is to allow everyme equal access to
housing.

In regards to the housing and community development programs it administers, such as
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME Investrant Partnerships (HOME),
Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG), and Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS
(HOPWA), HUD requires a single consolidated planning process and application cycle
(Consolidated Plan) for states and local jurisdictions that receie direct funding allocated from
HUD (entittement communities). These recipients arerequired to certify that they are
affirmatively furthering fair housing. In the State of Georgia, the following entitlement cities and
counties must certify that they areaffirmatively furthering fair housing (AFFH):

Albany Gainesville Savannah DeKalb County
AthensClarke County Hinesville Smyrna City Fulton County
Atlanta Macon Valdosta Gwinnett County
AugustaRichmond County  Marietta Warner Robins Henry County
Brunswick Rome Cherokee County

Columbus Roswell Clayton County

Dalton Sandy Springs City Cobb County

! The regulations governing theConsolidated Plan:24 C.F.R. § 91.225(a)(1
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I. Introduction and Executive Summary

The Georgia Department of Community Affairs (DCA) certifies for the remainder of the state,
gdgdhm gdedgqgndd sknd | dmsOdmmm " r € -

Although the AFFH obligation of an entittement or nonrentittement community arises in

connection with the receipt of federal funding, its AFFH obligation is not restricted to the

design and operationof HUD -funded programs at the tate or local level. The AFFH obligathn

extends to all housing and housingelated activities in the jurisdictional area whether publicly

or privately funded. As HUD noted in its recent AFFH rul€’, the Fair Housing Act not only

prohibits discrimination but, in conjunction with other statutes,c hqgd b sr GTCaqor 0q |
participants to take steps proactively to overcome historic patterns of segregation, promote fair

housing choice, and foster inclusive communities for all.

Therefore, each jurisdiction must certify that it will affirmatively furthe fair housing (AFFH),
which requires: 1) conducting an analysis to identify impediments to fair housing choice; 2)
taking appropriate action to overcome the effects of any identified impediments; and, 3)
maintaining AFFH records reflecting the analys and the actions in this regard. The Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al) is a HUBmandated review of impediments to fair
housing choice inthe public and private sector.lts submission is a required component of any
required ConsolidatedPlan as implemented every three to five years.

The Al involves,

T Areviewofai t g h r cliws, segulatiomg,land administrative policies, procedures
and practices,

1 An assssnent of how those laws, policies and practices affect the location availability
and accessibilityof housing;

1 An assssnent of conditions, both public and private, affecting fair housng choices for all
protected classes, and,

1 Anassssnent of the availability of affordable and accessble housing.

According to HUD, the purposes of the Al areto:

i serveasthe subgantive, logical basisfor the FairHousing Plan;

9 provide esential and detailed information to policy makers, adminigrative gaff, housng
providers, lenders, and fair housing advocates; and,

9 asssin building public support for fair housing efforts both wit hin an entitlement
i t ghr chbubdartesanderond.

The HUD Fair Housing Planning Guide (March, 1996) statesthat impedimentsto fair housing
choice are:

1 Any actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of race, color, religion, sex,
disability, familial status, or national origin which restrict housing choices or the

224 C.F.R. 885, 91, 92, et. al. (2015)

3 See 24 C.F.R. 88 91.235(c)(4)(PHAs/nonprofits), 91.255(a)(1)(local jurisdictiorgs),325(a)(1)(state jurisdictions), and
91.425(a)(1)(l)(consortiums). 124 C.F.R. 88 1, 4, 6.4, 91.225, and 570.601. See also, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity, Fair Housing Planning Guide, vol, chapter 1, section 1.2, 13 (March
1996).2 78 Fed. Reg. 43710 (July 19, 2013).
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I. Introduction and Executive Summary

availability of housing choices

1 Any actions, omissions, or decisions which have the effect of restricting housing
choices or the availability of housing choices on the basis of race, color, religion,
sex, disability, familial status,or national origin.

In addition, HUD interprets the broad objectives of affirmatively furthering fair housing to
include:

T ©@9@m kxy hmf °~ mc v hogsing distrimimation ¢thkhk jurisdictios; d

1 Promoting fair housing choice for all persons;

1 Providing opportunities for racially and ethnically inclusive patterns of housing
occupancy;

1 Promoting housing that is physically accessible to, and usable by, allepsons,
particularly individuals with disabilities; and

1 Enrsdghmf bnlokh mbd vhsg sgd mnmchrb'ghl hm' s

In sum, an analysis of impediments to fair housing choice is more than a catalog of prohibitive
policies or illegal acts. Theanalysismust identify those systemic andstructural issues that limit
the ability of people to take advantage of the full range of housing which should be available to
them. In addition, it is essential to distinguish between faihousing and housing production.
Fair housing protections at the fderal level do not include consideration of income and do not
address housing affordability outside the context of housing discrimination. While lack of
affordable housing can be a significant concern to policymakers, it is not, on its own, a fair
housing challenge unless members of protected classes face this issue disproportionately. In
fact, a large increase in affordable units in close proximity to one another can contribute to a
challenge for fair housing choice in some cases, such as the concentratiai racial or ethnic
minorities.

WHO CONDUCTED THEAI

This report was prepared by Western Economics Services, LIMVES)on behalf of the Georgia
Department of Community Affairs (DCA. WES is @ economic and community development
consultant with over twenty years of experience in conducting analyses of impediments to fair
housing choice for local jurisdictions, counties, multi-county regions, states, and insular areas
throughout the country.

FUNDING

Funding for the Al was provided from a combination of GT C Q€DBG, HOME and
Housing Choice Voucherfunds for administrative activities.

4 Fair Housing Planning Guide p.1-3.
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I. Introduction and Executive Summary

GEOGRAPHICSCOPE OF THEANALYSIS

This Al addresses the status of fair housing within neemtitlement areas of the State of Georgia.
Map 1.1 on the following page displays the State of Georgia along with the areas encompassed
ax sgd rs sdor 14 s, dimch arsvihitelomthsmap.t ghr chbshnm

RESEARCHMETHODOLOGY

General Overview

The Al process involves a thorough examination of a variety of data related to housing,
particularly for persons who are protected under fair housing lawslhis analysis involved both

the collection and analysis of raw data that did not previously exisind the review of existing

data and studies The data werethen evaluated usingguantitative analysis or the evaluation of

objective, measurable, and numerical data, andjualitative analysis or the evaluation and
assessment of subjective data such as inivvt " kr Qq adkhder + eddkhmfr +
experiences.

Quantitative Analysis
Quantitative sources used in analyzing fair housing choice in the State of Georgia included:

Socioeconomic and housing data from the U.S. Census Bureau,

Employment data from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,

Economic data from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis,

Investment data gathered in accordance with the Community Reinvestment Act,
Home loan application data from the Home Mortgage Disclosure Ag¢and
Housing complaint data from HUD.

=2 =2 =4 -8 -4 -9

Geographic analyses of racial and ethnic population distributions were conducted by
calculating race or ethnicity as the percentage of total population and then plotting the data on
a geographic map of Census tract® the State of Georgia. For the purposes of this Al, maps
were produced for several racial and ethnic groups based on both 2000 and 2010 Census data
in order to examine how the concentrations of these populations changed over time. Fiyear
ACS estimats from 2013 were also used for select maps.

Additional Al sources include the American Community Survey data averages from 2009
through 2013, employment and income information, home mortgage application data,

business lending data, fair housing complaininformation, surveys of housing industry experts

and stakeholders, and related information found in the public domain. Data from these sources
detail population, personal income, poverty, housing units by tenure, cost burdens, and
housing conditions. Other data were drawn from records provided by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, the Bureau of Economic Analysis, and a variety of other sources.

2016 State of Georgia Final Report
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I. Introduction and Executive Summary

Map 1.1

Georgia Study Area
Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
2010 Census Tigerline Data
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The State of Georgia
2010 Population of the non-entitlement areas of the State of Georgia = 4,818,708
Albany Macon Valdosta De Kalb County
D County Boundaries Atlanta Marietta Warner Robins Fulton County
; Brunswick Rome Athens-Clarke County Gwinnett County
D State Boundaries Columbus Roswell Augusta-Richenond County  Henry County
Dalton Sandy Springs City  Cheroker County
- Census Tract Boundaries Gainwesville Savannah Clayton County
Hinesville Smyrna City Cobb County
2016 State of Georgia Final Report

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 5 March 31, 2016



I. Introduction and Executive Summary
Qualitative Analysis

Qualitative research included evaluation of relevant existing fair housing research and national
and state fair housing legal cases. Additionally, this research included the evaluation of
information gathered from several public input opportunities conduted in relation to this Al.
This also included the 2015 State of Georgia Fair Housing Survey, regular meetings with
members of the Grantee Outreach Committee and Public Housing Authority Outreach
Committee, six fair housing focus groups, and six fair housgy forums. In addition, this Al
includes input from public housing authorities, recipients, city officials, residents, stakeholder
groups, and key persons involved in the housing and community development industry, and
particularly, fair housing. The survgs and various public involvement efforts, such as a series
of four technology-a " r dc | dds hmfr "9dvdahm gr €( vhsg sgd
committee, three fair housing focus groups, six fair housing forums, and seven D@Asted fair
housing outreach events, were conducted to gather information from consumers and various
sectors of the housing industry about their experiences and perceptions of housing
discrimination and their knowledge of fair housing laws and services.

The following narrative provides a brief description of key data sources employed for th2016
Al for the State of Georgia:

Review of Fair Housing Laws, Studies, and Cases

Georgia residents are protected from discrimination in the housing market by laws at the
federal andstate level® These laws prohibit discrimination on the same bases identified in the

edcdqg k k' v- Fdnqgf h qr gnt r hmf chrbghl hm shnm

dpt hu kdms€&€ sn sgd edc dq-subsidized @atdeveydnforgemenkok n v r
fair housing law through the Fair Housing Assistance Program (FHAP). The Georgia
Commission on Equal Opportunity (GCEO) formerly served state residents in this capacity;
however, the GCEO ceased to participate in the FHAP in 2012, thoug it is currently working

to recertify as a FHAP agency.

Since the early 1970s the FHA has consistently been interpreted to apply to laws and policies
that are apparently neutral with respect to protected class status, but which nevertheless
O b st ‘predictablyt€ cesglt in discrimination. In 2013, HUD finalized a rule formalizing its
interpretation of discriminatory effects liability under the FHA. That interpretation was
reaffirmed in a June 25, 2015 Supreme Court decision iffexas Department of Hougg and
Community Affairs v. Inclusive Communities Project, Inc.That case originated in a lawsuit

e |

"f " hmrs sgd Sdw r Cdo gsldms ne Gntrhmf ~ mc Bn

grounds that the process by which it awarded low income housing taxredits had the effect of

concentrating affordable housing in areas with high concentrations of minority residents. In
bringing the suit, the Inclusive Communities project relied in part on the disparate impact
theory, and it was that theory that the Deparhent sought to challenge in asking the Supreme

5 The State of Georgia has a fair housing law that parallels the federal Fair Housing Act at O.C.G.A-3300 et seq. As a generalule,

state and local governments may enact fair housing laws that extend protection to other groups as well. Georgia law exteadshousing

protections to the same groups that are currently recognized under federal law. In addition,88L 1 / F d ntgtd dode grohibits

donkhshb> k rtachuhrhnmZr\ ne sgd rs sd€ eqnl °~ cnos hdsfwhoeareimay gnt r h mf
currently protected under the Georgia Fair Housing Law.

6 United States v. City of Black Jack, ksouri, 508 F.2d 1179, 1184 (8" Cir. 1974) It was racial discrimination, specifically, that was at

issue in this case.

2016 State of Georgia Final Report
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I. Introduction and Executive Summary

Court to hear the case. Ultimately, the Court held that individuals, businesses, and government
agencies could be held liable for the disparate impacts of their policies.

Soon after theSupreme Courtreached its decision, HUD announced a final rule significantly
revamping its longstanding requirement to affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH). In
developing and finalizing this rule, HUD has substantially revised the AFFH process by: (1)
replacing the analyss of impediments with the assessment of fair housing (AFH), (2) integrating
fair housing planning into the consolidated planning process, and (3) providing a fair housing
assessment tool and nationally standardized datasets, among other changes. Generally
speaking, the new rule will apply to local entitlement jurisdictions that are due tasubmit their
next Consolidated Plan on or after January 1, 201#or smaller entitlement jurisdictions, as
well as states and insular areas, the new rule will apply to those set submit their next
Consolidated Plan on or after January 12018. Until jurisdictions are required to submit an
AFH, they are required to ontinue submitting analyses of impediments.

Under certain circumstances, the United States Department of Justice will file a fair housing
complaint on behalf of residents who believe that they have suffered unlawful discrimination in
the housing market. he Justice Department has filed ten such complaints against housing
providers in the state over the last ten years, half of which alleged discrimination on the basis
of race or color. Disability was the next most common complaint basis, cited in four
complaints, and sex and familial status were each cited in a single complaint.

Georgia is the origin of the Supreme Court decision i©Imstead v. LC which held that people
with disabilities have the right to live in the least restrictive and most integratedettings. The
Olmstead decision also mandates that states develop comprehensive plans to end unnecessary
institutionalization of people with disabilities. Georgia was one of several states sued by the
Department of Justice (DOJ) asserting an overreliance segregated, institutional settings for
persons living with disabilities. In 2010 DOJ entered into a Settlement Agreement with the
Georgia Department of Behavioral Health and Deviopmental Disabilities (DBHDD). The
Settlement Agreement requires the Stat® tshow the capacity to provide community-based
long term care services and affordable housing to two discrete populations as follows:

1. Nine thousand (9000) individuals with severe and persistent mental illness, and/or €o
occurring substance abuse disorderswho are currently served in state hospitals,
frequently admitted into state hospitals, frequently seen in hospital emergency rooms,
chronically homeless, at risk of being homeless and who are being released from jails
or prisons; and

2. people with developmental disabilities transitioning from institutions or at risk of being
institutionalized.

The Settlement Agreement also requires various strategies to develop normalized integrated
community living options for individuals living with disabilities with access to voluntary
supportive servicesln addition to embracing its role in creating housing opportunities, Georgia
seeks to support the broader goals of community integration expressed in th@lmstead
decision. To that end, Georgia has been deliberate in desloping new housing options for
people disabiities in integrated settings.

2016 State of Georgia Final Report
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I. Introduction and Executive Summary

Fair Housing Survey

HUD recommends that surveys be conducted during the Al process to gain input for the public
regarding perceived impediments to fair housing choice in an areas such, the State elected
to utilize two survey instruments as a means to encourage public inpum the Al process.The
surveys targeted individuals involved in the housing arena and ordinary citizens. In addition to
gathering data, these surveys were utilized to help promote public involvement throughout the
Al process. The 2015 State of Georgia FaHousing Survey, an internebased instrument,
received 739 responses; and the Citizens Survey received 247 responses.

The surveys were designed to address a wide variety of issues related to fair housing and
affirmatively furthering fair housing. Thefollowing narrative summarizes key survey themes
and data that were addressed in the survey instrument.

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data

To examine possible fair housing issues in the home mortgage market, Home Mortgage
Disclosure Act (HMDA) data were aalyzed. The HMDA was enacted by Congress in 1975 and
has since been amended several times. It is intended to provide the public with loan data that
can be used to determine whether financial institutions are serving the housing credit needs of
their communities and to assist in identifying possible discriminatory lending patterns. HMDA
requires lenders to publicly disclose the race, ethnicity, and sex of mortgage applicants, along
with loan application amounts, household income, the Census tract in whichhie home is
located, and information concerning prospective lender actions related to the loan application.
For this analysis, HMDA data from 2004 through 2013 were analyzed, with the measurement
of denial rates by Census tract and by race and ethnicity adpplicants the key research
objectives. These data were also examined to identify the groups and geographic areas most
likely to encounter higher denial rates and receive loans with unusually high interest rates.

Fair Housing Complaint Data

Housing complaint data were used to analyze discrimination in the renting and selling of
housing. HUD provided fair housing complaint data for the State from 2004 through 2014.
This information included the basis, or protected class pursuant to the complaint; the issum
prospective discriminatory action, pursuant to the grievance; and the closure status of the
alleged fair housing infraction, which relates to the result of the investigation. The review of
535 fair housing complaints from within nontentittement areas of the State allowed for
inspection of the relative degree and frequency of certain types of fair housing complaints, and
the degree to which such complaints were found to be with cause. Analysis of complaint data
focused on determining which protected clases may have been disproportionately impacted
by housing discrimination based on the number of complaints, while acknowledging that many
individuals may be reluctant to step forward with a fair housing complaint for fear of retaliation
or similar repercusion. Additional complaint data were provided by the Georgia Commission
on Equal Opportunity and the SavannalChatham Fair Housing Council.

Local and County Analyses of Impediments

The analysis presented in this documentvas supplemented by a review of ife analyses of
impediments to fair housing choice that have been submitted by local and county entitlement

2016 State of Georgia Final Report
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I. Introduction and Executive Summary

jurisdictions in the state over the past five yearsThis review allowed for the identification of
common trends and patterns in fair housing throghout the state, as well as to highlight
differing approaches that those jurisdictions have taken to address the challenges identified.

The most commonchallenges included limitations on the supply and placement of affordable
housing units, lack of suffcient fair housing education, and a lack of local fair housing
enforcement and infrastructure. Other common impediments identified in at least two of the
local and county Als pertained to public transportation, restrictive zoning provisions,
NIMBYism, home lending, and difficulties facing residents with disabilities. All of these issues
hcdmshehdc ~s sgd knb k kdudk qdentklamerdardas. rt dr sg

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing in Georgia

Included in the current Al study was a summary of actions that the state has taken to address
impediments to fair housing choice identified in the 2008 Al and subsequent planning
documents. The State identified four impediments in total, relating to a general lack of
knowledge of fair housing law and policy, limited supportive housing options for residents with
disabilities, difficulties that individuals with limited English proficiency face in the housing
market, and concentrations of racial and ethniminority households and tbuseholds living in
poverty. Though some of these challenges have proven persistent, the Stases mplemented a
variety of policies and approaches to address thedentified impediments, through public
outreach and education, commitment of resources, andrpgram design. These efforts are
summarized in Section Il of this report, and excerpts of planning documents detailing these
efforts are included in Appendix O. The State will continue to build upon these efforts in
addressing impediments identified in tle current study, supplementing those efforts with
"bshnmr ntskhmdc adknv tmcdq ©HI odchl dmsr sn E°

Public Outreach

Efforts to secure publicparticipation during the Al process included Fair Housing Forum and

Ot akhb Ntsqgd bg | dds s afservice delivery regipnsiwe faishpusingr s © s d Q
surveys, one targeting housing professionals, housing and community \axtates, and other
stakeholders and the other designed to assess the experience of residents in general; and an
extended public review period that began in late December of 2015 and ran through February

28, 2016. Though HUD requires that the public be afforded at least thirty dg to review Al
documents, the State elected to provide an additional month to allow interested parties a

chance to fully review the document and provide feedback and recommendations.

RESEARCHCONCLUSIONS

The final list of impediments to fair housing choice in the State of Georgia was drawn from all

primary and secondary data sources using both quantitative and qualitative analysis, and was

a rdc nm GTCQr cdehmhshnm ne " gsanyhattiondomisdiod,ors s n e
decision that affects housing choice because of protected class status. The determination of

" Included in this review were Als from the City of Atlanta (2013), the City of Warner Robins (2011), the City of Rome (2018)e City of
Dalton (2014), and Gwinnett County (2015).

2016 State of Georgia Final Report
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I. Introduction and Executive Summary

gualification as an impediment was derived from the frequency and severity of occurrences
drawn from quantitative and qualitative data galuation and findings.

IMPEDIMENTS TOFAIR HOUSING CHOICE AND SUGGESTEDACTIONS
Private Sector Impediments, Suggested Actions, and Measurable Objectives

Impediment 1: Discrimination based on race and disability in the rental markets. This
impediment was identified through the review of fair housing complaints filed with HUD and
the Georgia Commission on Equal Opportunity (GCEO), as well as through the review of the
2015 State of Georgia Fair Housing Survey.

Action 1.1: Conduct outreach and education cacerning fair housing law and policy for
k> mckngcr "mc ognodgsx | "m fdqr vgn ~gd
Programs throughout the state.

Measurable Objective 1.1 The number of outreach and education sessions conducted
and the number of participantsn those sessions.

Impediment 2: Failure to make reasonable accommodation or modification in the rental
markets. This impediment was identified through the review of fair housing complaint data
from HUD and the GCEO and responses to the 2015 Fair Housingurvey.

Action 2.1: Conduct outreach and education within DCA's housing programs
concerning fair housing Section 504 and ADA law for landlords and property
Il " m fdgr sggntfgnts sgd rs sd+ enbtr hmf
common misconceptionsabout those requirements.

Measurable Objective 2.1 The number of outreach and education sessions conducted

and the number of participants in those sessions.

Impediment 3: Black and Hispanic home loan applicants are denied more frequently than

white and non-Hispanic applicants. This impediment was identified through the review of data

f sgdqdc tmcdgqg sgd Gnld Lngsf fd Chrbknrtqgd @bs
Fair Housing Survey.

Action 3.1: Conduct financial management outreach and educatig through
collaboration with housing counseling agencies, home buyer education entities
and other partner organizations like the Georgia Student Famce Commission
(GSFCYelating to credit and ways to build and maintain good credit.

Measurable Objective 3.1: The number of outreach and education sessions conducted
and the number of participants.

Action 3.2 Create and implement a training for new lenders with the Georgia Dream
oqgnfq’ | "mc dwhr s hmf kdmcdaqgr nm @8 @qr k d
Supreme Court decision on disparate impact as it relates to race and ethnicity
and the possible effect on lending laws and regulations. Also disseminate
hmenql shnm uh™ CB@r kdmcdg ~cuhrngx mdyv

Measurable Objective 32: The record of the traning provided to new and existing
lenders that partner with DCA on disparate impact and any assessments that

2016 State of Georgia Final Report
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I. Introduction and Executive Summary

those lending institutions may offer to identify sources of discrepancies in loan
denial rates.

Impediment 4: Female applicants have a higher deral rate than male applicants in rural
Georgia home purchase markets.This impediment was also identified through the review of
HMDA data.

Action 4.1: Conduct financial management outreach and education, tbugh
collaboration with housing counseling andhome buyer education agencies as
well as other partners like GSFC, relating to credit and ways to build and
maintain good credit.

Measurable Objective 4.1 The number of outreach and education sessions conducted
and the number of participants.

Action 4.2.: Provide training to new and existing lending partners with DCA on
disparate impact related to differing lending rates by gender and shatiee results
ofthe ALChrrdl hm sd hmenqgl shnm " s CB@Qr
via the lender advisory nevsletter.

k d mi

Measurable Objective 4 19 Sgd qdbngc ne sq hmhmf ognuhc

lending partners throughout the state on disparate impact of lending practices
and differential loan rates and gender.

Impediment 5: Limited access to fair housirg enforcement entities throughout rural areas of

the state. Sghr hl odchl dms v r hcdmshehdc sggntfg

enforcement entities, as well as in consultation with stakeholders who participated in public
outreach sessions duringhe Al process, including the 2015 Fair Housing Focus Groups and
Forums.

Action 5.1: Compile a statewide database of local private organizations that provide fair
housing complaint referral or other fair housing services. Include information
on these es hshdr  mc e hq gnt r hmf kK> wvr
communications through newsletters to promote the dissemination of
information concerning developments in fair housing policy and trends in fair
housing enforcement and complaints.

Measurable Objedive 5.1: Compilation of the database utilizing existing channels of
communications concerning fair housing law. Note: The database will likely be
compiled on an ongoing basis as more local providers are identified.

Impediment 6: Need for additional fair housing outreach and education. This impediment
was identified in consultation with stakeholders who participated in the 2015 Fair Housing

Focus Groups and Forum presentations, as well as through the review of responses to the 2015

Fair Housing Survey.

Action 6.1: Conduct outreach and education pertaining to fair housing, in partnership
with local public housing agencies and nonrprofit and civic organizations,
targeting housing providers and consumers.

Measurable Objective 6.1 The number of outreach and ducation sessions conducted,
and the number of participants in those training sessions.

2016 State of Georgia Final Report
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I. Introduction and Executive Summary

Action 6.2: Design and implement an outreachcampaign to publicize fair housing law
and policy during fair housing month (April) of every year.

Measurable Objective 6.2 The materials developed for the outreach campaign and the
number of publications or websites through which those materials are
distributed and publicized.

Public Sector Impediments, Suggested Actions, and Measurable Objectives

Impediment 1: Limited presence of fair housing enforcement entities in rural Georgia. This

hl odchl dms v r hcdmshehdc sggntfg sgd gduhdv ne
as well as in consultation with stakeholders who participated in public outreach essions

during the Al process, including the 2015 Fair Housing Focus Groups and Forums.

Action 1.1: Compile a statewide database of local private organizations that provide fair
housing complaint referral or other fair housing services. Includaformation on
sgdrd dmshshdr " mc e hq gnt r hmf k™ vr
communications through newsletters to promote the dissemination of
information concerning developments in fair housing policy and trends in fair
housing enforcement and complants.

Measurable Objective 1.1: Compilation of the database utilizing existing channels of
communications concerning fair housing law. Note: The database will likely be
compiled on an ongoing basis as more local providers are identified.

Impediment 2: Need for additional o utreach and education. This impediment was identified

in consultation with stakeholders who participated in the 2015 Fair Housing Focus Groups and
Forum presentations, as well as through the review of responses to the 2015 Fair Housing
Suvey.

Action 2.1: Conduct outreach and education pertaining to fair housing, targeting local
government agencies, sub recipients or grantees of DCA funding and PHAs, with
the goal of keeping public officials throughout the state apprised of ongoing
changes to fair housing law and policy.

Measurable Objective 21: The number of outreach and education sessions conducted
and the number of agencies and officials participating in those sessions.

Action 2.2: Design and implement an outreach campaign to publicizefair housing law
and policy during fair housing month (April) of every year.

Measurable Objective 2.2: The materials developed for the outreach campaign and the
number of publications or websites through which those materials are
distributed and publicized.

Impediment 3: NIMBYism and public policies used to limit access to affordable housing.This
impediment was identified through the review of responses to the 2015 Fair Housing Survey.

Action 3.1: Share existing data and information on the impact of NIEYism with sub
recipients, local grantees and public housing agencies (PHAs) outlining the
implications of the recent Supreme Court decision inTexas Department of
Housing and Community Development v. Inclusive Communities Projector the
development and dacement of affordable housing units.

2016 State of Georgia Final Report
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I. Introduction and Executive Summary

Measurable Objective 3.1: The number of local grantees and public housing agencies
who receive the data and information disseminated, and any responses.

Impediment 4: Individuals with Housing Choice Vouchers (HCVs) predominately reside in
high minority concentrated areas. This impediment was identified through the review of the
location of Housing Choice \bucher recipients throughout the state.

Action 4.1: Conduct outreach to landlords and property owners on making units
throughout the state available to persons with HCV while developing and
implementing policies in the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program
that encourage the development of affordable housingnits in communities of
opportunity.

Measurable Objective4.1: The number of outreach activities to landlords and property
owners as well as documenting the policies in the Qualified Allocation Plan for
the LIHTC program focused on affordable housing devepments in
communities of opportunities.

Impediment 5: Limited knowledge of fair housing law in rural areas of the state. This
impediment was identified through the review of the results of the 2015 Fair Housing Survey,
as well as in consultation with sakeholders who participated in the 2015 Fair Housing Focus

Groups and Forum presentations.

Action 5.1: Conduct ongoing fair housing outreach and education sessions, in
partnership with the entities identified in fulfilment of Public Sector Action 2.1,
targeting housing providers and consumers.

Measurable Objective5.1: The number of outreach and education sessions conducted,
and the number of participants in those outreach and education sessions.

Final Report
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SECTIONII. JURISDICTIONAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION

This section presents demographic, economic, and housing information collected from the
Census Bureau, the Bureau of Economic Analysis, the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and other
sources. Data were used to analyze a broad range of soc&conomic characteristics, including
population growth, race, ethnicity, disability, employment, poverty, and housing trendsthese
data are also available by Census tract and are shown in geographic map. Ultimately, the
information presented in this sectionillustrates the underlying conditions that shape housing
market behavior and housing choice imon-entitlement areas of theState ofGeorgia

To supplement 2000 and2010 Censusdata, datafor this analysis was also gathered from the
Census Bureag American Community Survey (ACS)rhe ACS data covesimilar topics to the
decennial counts but include data not appearing in the2010 Census such as household
income and povety. The key difference ofthesedatases is that ACS data represent a fiweear
averageof annual data estimatesas opposed to apoint-in-time 100 percent count The ACS
data reported herein which span the yearsfrom 2009 through 2013, are not directly
comparable to decennial Census counts because they do not account for certain populah
groups such as the homeless and because they are based on samples rather than counts of the
population. However, percentage distributions from the ACS data can be compared to
distributions from the 2000 and 2010 Censugs

DEMOGRAPHICDATA

Population, age, race and ethnicity are important demand factors that influence choice and
location within local housing markets. As part of the essential
review of the background context of the marketsvhich housing
choices are madein non-entitlement areas ofGeorgia, detailed

Table Il.1
Census and Intercensal
Population Estimates

population and demographic dataare included to describe the Non-Entitlement Areas of
. : Georgia
residents of these areas These data summarize not only the 2000, 2010 Census and Intercensal
protected class p@ulations, but characteristics of the total Estimates
population for the entiress = s d gentittementareas,as well as | Year Estimate
the outcome of housing location choices. These data help tg census 2000 4,176,664
ddress whether overconcentrations of racial and ethnic | > oot Bt 085,559
addres: : / _ July 2002 Est. 4,169,342
minorities exist and if so, which areas of the tate are most | july 2003 Est. 4,247,276
affected. July 2004 Est. 4,335,598
July 2005 Est. 4,428,363
July 2006 Est. 4,542,737
PoPULATION DYNAMICS July 2007 Est. Py
) ) ) ] July 2008 Est. 4,737,166
Table II.1 at rightpresentspopulation counts in non-entitlement | July 2009 Est. 4,791,313
areas of theState ofGeorgia as drawn from the 2000 and2010 | Census 2010 4,818,708
Censusesintercensal esimates forthe years from2001 through j”:y ;82 ESI 2’252’323
. uly St. ) )
2009, and postcensal estimates fro\m2011_ through 2014. As July 2013 Est, 4,833,883
rgnvm+ sgd onot k s-éntitlemem areas @eaw | juy 2014 Est. 4,873,929
by 16.7 percent over the 1l4year period. Growth between | Changeo00i 14 16.7%
Census counts was generally steady.
2016 State of Georgia Final Report
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1. JurisdictionalBackground Information
POPULATION BY AGE

The populationn e F d n g f-entitlegnent areagrincreased by 15.4 percent between 2000

and 2010, as shown in Table 11.2 below Approximately 12 percent of the 4,818,708 living in

those nonentitlement areas were aged 55 to 64 in 2010, and a similar proportion were aged

65 or older. These age cohorts both grew considerably inumber, and as a percentagef the

overall population, between the two Censuses. By contrast, all of the younger cohorts grew at a

rate that was below the overall average rate, and came to represesmaller percentagesof the
populaton.@ r hl hk g sgdmc v r nardgqgudc hm sgd bnl ahn
areas, which grew by 21.4 percent over the decade, largely due to substantial growth in the

number of residents aged 55 to 64, alongvith those aged 65 and older.

Table 11.2
Population by Age
State of Georgia
2000 & 2010 Census SF1 Data

2000 Census 2010 Census %
Age Population ‘(I)'/gtoafl Population ‘(I)'/‘c))toefl Coho?rl%e
Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
Under 5 298,350 7.1% 328,403 6.8% 10.1%
5to 19 947,465 22.7% 1,046,701 21.7% 10.5%
20to 24 276,113 6.6% 304,761 6.3% 10.4%
25t0 34 591,199 14.2% 589,041 12.2% -0.4%
35to 54 1,225,082 29.3% 1,375,550 28.5% 12.3%
55 to 64 376,547 9.0% 575,380 11.9% 52.8%
65 or Older 461,908 11.1% 598,872 12.4% 29.7%
Total 4,176,664 100.0% 4,818,708 100.0% 15.4%
Entitlement Areas of Georgia
Under 5 296,800 7.4% 358,382 7.4% 20.7%
5t0 19 872,155 21.8% 1,048,143 21.5% 20.2%
20to 24 316,083 7.9% 375,319 7.7% 18.7%
25t0 34 708,057 17.7% 746,519 15.3% 5.4%
35t0 54 1,208,418 30.1% 1,413,242 29.0% 16.9%
55to 64 284,909 7.1% 494,177 10.1% 73.5%
65 or Older 323,367 8.1% 433,163 8.9% 34.0%
Total 4,009,789 100.0% 4,868,945 100.0% 21.4%
State of Georgia

Under 5 595,150 7.3% 686,785 7.1% 15.4%
5t0 19 1,819,620 22.2% 2,094,844 21.6% 15.1%
20to 24 592,196 7.2% 680,080 7.0% 14.8%
25t0 34 1,299,256 15.9% 1,335,560 13.8% 2.8%
35to 54 2,433,500 29.7% 2,788,792 28.8% 14.6%
55to 64 661,456 8.1% 1,069,557 11.0% 61.7%
65 or Older 785,275 9.6% 1,032,035 10.7% 31.4%
Total 8,186,453 100.0% 9,687,653 100.0% 18.3%

Sgd dkcdgkx onotk shnm f gdv-endtlemett8read betwdeg POOBOMsS h m
and 2010. As shown in Tabé 1.3 on the following page, much of this growth was attributable

to rapid growth at the younger end of the elderly cohort, which includes residents aged 65 to

74. These residents accounted for over 70 percent of the growth in the elderly population in
thestad Qqr dmmsmskdl dms "~ gd r+ " mc nudg 55 odgbdms n
areas, where the elderly populabn as a whole increased by 34percent.

2016 State of Georgia Final Report
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 16 March 31, 2016



1. JurisdictionalBackground Information

Table I1.3

Elderly Population by Age
State of Georgia
2000 & 2010 Census SF1 Data

2000 Census 2010 Census %
Age Population '(I)'/(c))toafl Population '(I)'/(c))toefl Coho?nl%e
Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
65 to 66 59,231 12.8% 89,427 14.9% 51.0%
67 to 69 81,878 17.7% 118,663 19.8% 44.9%
70to 74 118,062 25.6% 149,111 24.9% 26.3%
751079 91,423 19.8% 106,728 17.8% 16.7%
80to 84 60,896 13.2% 72,969 12.2% 19.8%
85 or Older 50,418 10.9% 61,974 10.3% 22.9%
Total 461,908 100.0% 598,872 100.0% 29.7%
Entitlement Areas of Georgia
65 to 66 40,177 12.4% 65,218 15.1% 62.3%
67 to 69 55,348 17.1% 82,699 19.1% 49.4%
70to 74 80,999 25.0% 101,311 23.4% 25.1%
75t0 79 66,146 20.5% 76,007 17.5% 14.9%
80 to 84 43,258 13.4% 56,079 12.9% 29.6%
85 or Older 37,439 11.6% 51,849 12.0% 38.5%
Total 323,367 100.0% 433,163 100.0% 34.0%
State of Georgia

65 to 66 99,408 12.7% 154,645 15.0% 55.6%
67 to 69 137,226 17.5% 201,362 19.5% 46.7%
70to 74 199,061 25.3% 250,422 24.3% 25.8%
75t0 79 157,569 20.1% 182,735 17.7% 16.0%
80 to 84 104,154 13.3% 129,048 12.5% 23.9%
85 or Older 87,857 11.2% 113,823 11.0% 29.6%
Total 785,275 100.0% 1,032,035 100.0% 31.4%

POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY

Md qkx sgqgqdd pt gsdgr n e-enstlgnient grdas Wecedmmite in 2000m s gd
while 21.6 percent of residents were black. As shown iTable 1.4 on the following page, these
percentagesdeclined slightly over the following decade, due in large part to rapid growth in

sgd odgbdms fd ne gdrhcdmsr vgn hcdm#lBpaficdc sgd
population declined as a prgortion of the total non-entitlement population by just under three

percentage points, while Hispanic resdents of all races grew as a percentage of the total
population. By 2010, around 6.4 percent of the norentittement population was Hispanic.

Hispanic residents dso accounted for a larger percentagme sgd onotk > shnm hn
entittement areas in that year, at 11.2 percent, as did the black population, which represented

39.4 percent of the entitlementarea population.

Ak bj gdr hcdms rentitemensageds tended te begnore concantrated in Census
tracts in the center of the state, as shown in Map Il.bn page 19. In many Census tracts
throughout this area, black residents represented more than thrgearters of all residents in
2000, and as much as 98.2 percent of the population. These areas include Census tracts in and
around Dublin, Albany, Warner Robins, and Hinesville, along with some large, rural Census
tracts near GreensboroMany of these areas retaied high percentagesof black residents in
2010, as shown in Map Il.2on page 20. Indeed, the overall distribution of black residents in
the state was similar in 2010 to what it had been at the beginning of the decade. However,
black residents had come taaccount for considerably larger percentage of the population in
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1. JurisdictionalBackground Information

suburban Census tracts near the Atlanta metropolitan area. In both years, black residents
accounted for relatively small percentagesof the population in Census tracts throughout the
north of the state.

Table 1.4
Population by Race and Ethnicity, 2000 and 2010

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
2000 & 2010 Census SF1 Data

2000 Census 2010 Census %

Race Population gl Population el Chgnge

Total Total 00i 10

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
White 3,115,416 74.6% 3,467,846 72.0% 11.3%
Black 900,590 21.6% 1,034,419 21.5% 14.9%
American Indian 11,718 0.3% 15,095 0.3% 28.8%
Asian 33,670 0.8% 66,479 1.4% 97.4%
Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 2,042 0.0% 3,051 0.1% 49.4%
Other 69,917 1.7% 147,987 3.1% 111.7%
Two or More Races 43,311 1.0% 83,831 1.7% 93.6%
Total 4,176,664 100.0% 4,818,708 100.0% 15.4%
Non-Hispanic 4,028,096 96.4% 4,511,071 93.6% 12.0%
Hispanic 148,568 3.6% 307,637 6.4% 107.1%
Entitlement Areas of Georgia
White 2,211,865 55.2% 2,319,594 47.6% 4.9%
Black 1,448,952 36.1% 1,916,016 39.4% 32.2%
American Indian 10,019 0.2% 17,056 0.4% 70.2%
Asian 139,500 3.5% 247,988 5.1% 77.8%
Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 2,204 0.1% 3,748 0.1% 70.1%
Other 126,372 3.2% 240,885 4.9% 90.6%
Two or More Races 70,877 1.8% 123,658 2.5% 74.5%
Total 4,009,789 100.0% 4,868,945 100.0% 21.4%
Non-Hispanic 3,723,130 92.9% 4,322,893 88.8% 16.1%
Hispanic 286,659 7.1% 546,052 11.2% 90.5%
State of Georgia

White 5,327,281 65.1% 5,787,440 59.7% 8.6%
Black 2,349,542 28.7% 2,950,435 30.5% 25.6%
American Indian 21,737 0.3% 32,151 0.3% 47.9%
Asian 173,170 2.1% 314,467 3.2% 81.6%
Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 4,246 0.1% 6,799 0.1% 60.1%
Other 196,289 2.4% 388,872 4.0% 98.1%
Two or More Races 114,188 1.4% 207,489 2.1% 81.7%
Total 8,186,453 100.0% 9,687,653 100.0% 18.3%
Non-Hispanic 7,751,226 94.7% 8,833,964 91.2% 14.0%
Hispanic 435,227 5.3% 853,689 8.8% 96.1%

N

Hispanic residents, who accounted for 3.6 percent of the s = s d-entittermamt population in
2000, tended to be most highly concentrated in northern Census tracts, as shown in Map 11.3
on page 21. The highest concentrations of Hispanic residents were observed around
Gainesville, where as much as 69.2 percenof residents were Hispanic; to the southeast of
Atlanta; and around Dalton in the north. There was also a band of Census tracts in the
southeast of tle state with above average concentratianof Hispanic residents.

The distribution of the Hispanic populah nm s gqgnt f gnt sentidement areas'wasd Q r
similar in 2010 to what it had been in 2000, as shown in Map 1.4 onpage 22. However,
Hispanic residents had comed account for even larger percentagesf the population in areas

in which these resideris were previously concentrated.
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Map 11.1

Black Population by Census Tract, 2000
Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
2000 Census Data

1. JurisdictionalBackground Information
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Map 11.2

1. JurisdictionalBackground Information

Black Population by Census Tract, 2010

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
2010 Census Data

i =& TES e
: : - < 2010
& Fa g & ’
e N d Y { ¢ Il
o J ; 2,
e o Y "
/ A - »
r S, A S o Lo
A9 AN = }
. E ng!
. A4 A <
g 77‘/ - I~ e ’
s 7 A {,“
4= o o =
i : T
=ty . '\ '
' U o
J gy L
\ ’.’
;s e
=0 A 2 —
PR ¥ ‘
o -2

FA [ramrs
—r 0 1

2010 Black Population
2010 Percent black population in non-entitiement areas of the State of Georgia » 21.5%
Disproportionate share threshold® = 31.5%

E Entitlement Boundares

D State Boundaries

E County Boundaries

“The disproporionate share threshokd |s 1en perceptage points higher than the overall avecage

Disproportionate Share

S Sl
¢
P
/i *x‘”
J
\' 3 N
J
]
4
%
Black Population
| 00-215%
21.6-31,5%
31.6-526%
Threshold 527-73.8%
73.9-94.9%

2016 State of Georgia
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 20

Final Report
March 31, 2016



1. JurisdictionalBackground Information

Map 11.3

Hispanic Population by Census Tract, 2000
Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
2000 Census Data
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1. JurisdictionalBackground Information

Map 1.4

Percent Hispanic Population by Census Tract, 2010
Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
2010 Census Data
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1. JurisdictionalBackground Information

Since 2010, black and Hispanic residenthiave continued to represent similar percentagesf the
onotk shnm hm sgd rSsgds drQrl dd nvs hrs ksdd tddmiglenmentjsdepd, -r s~ s d

as shown in Table Il.5below.

Table 1.5
Population by Race and Ethnicity, After 2010

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
2000 & 2010 Census SF1 Data

Race 2010 Census 2013 5-Year ACS Census
Population % of Total  Population % of Total
Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
White 3,467,846 72.0% 3,533,365 72.9%
Black 1,034,419 21.5% 1,054,800 21.8%
American Indian 15,095 0.3% 11,240 0.2%
Asian 66,479 1.4% 69,723 1.4%
Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 3,051 0.1% 1,547 0.0%
Other 147,987 3.1% 98,061 2.0%
Two or More Races 83,831 1.7% 78,400 1.6%
Total 4,818,708 100.0% 4,847,136 100.0%
Non-Hispanic 4,511,071 93.6% 4,528,574 93.4%
Hispanic 307,637 6.4% 318,562 6.6%
Entitlement Areas of Georgia
White 2,319,594 47.6% 2,415,612 48.7%
Black 1,916,016 39.4% 1,956,184 39.4%
American Indian 17,056 0.4% 13,256 0.3%
Asian 247,988 5.1% 260,669 5.3%
Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 3,748 0.1% 3,007 0.1%
Other 240,885 4.9% 199,783 4.0%
Two or More Races 123,658 2.5% 114,770 2.3%
Total 4,868,945 100.0% 4,963,281 100.0%
Non-Hispanic 4,322,893 88.8% 4,405,994 88.8%
Hispanic 546,052 11.2% 557,287 11.2%
State of Georgia
White 5,787,440 59.7% 5,948,977 60.6%
Black 2,950,435 30.5% 3,010,984 30.7%
American Indian 32,151 0.3% 24,496 0.2%
Asian 314,467 3.2% 330,392 3.4%
Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 6,799 0.1% 4,554 0.0%
Other 388,872 4.0% 297,844 3.0%
Two or More Races 207,489 2.1% 193,170 2.0%
Total 9,687,653 100.0% 9,810,417 100.0%
Non-Hispanic 8,833,964 91.2% 8,934,568 91.1%
Hispanic 853,689 8.8% 875,849 8.9%

DISABILITYSTATUS

Over onefifth of residents in ther s = s d-entitlermamt areas were living with some form of

disability in 2000, as shown in Table 1.6 on the following page, along with 17.7 percent of the

rs sdor dmshskdl dms onot kXdhgm@B@kyb0geBmbdsghbdsg
non-entitlement residents were living with disabilities in 20092013, as was 10 percent of the

entittement population, as shown in Table I.7 on the following page. It is important to note

that those figures do not necessarily represera drop in the disablity rate. Because the

definition of disability employed in 2000 differs considerably from the new definition adopted

in 2008, figures from each year represensomewhat different populations, though there is
considerable overlap between the two. For thateason, the Census Bureau discourages direct
comparisons of figures from before and after 2008.
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Residents with disabilities accounted for over a fifth of the
r s s d-entittermam population in 2000. As shown in Map
I1.5 on the following page, residents withdisabilities were not

1. JurisdictionalBackground Information

Table 11.6
Disability by Age
Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
2000 Census SF3 Data

highly clustered in any specific geographic region. However,
suburban Census tracts surrounding the Atlanta metropolitar
area had lowerthan-average disability rates, almost without

exception, as well as in Census tracts near Savannarhis was
due, in Census tracts to the northeast and west of Atlanta, t
the large population of those Census tracts rather than th

absence of residents with disabilities. By contrast, relatively

few residents with disabilities lived in Census tracts bateen

Atlanta and Macon in 2000.

The overall distribution of the population with disabilities had

changed little by 20092013, as shown in Map Il.6on page

26. Census tracts with abovaverage disability rates were
scattered throughout the state, as wereracts with below

average disability rates. However, there were notable clusters

Total

Age Disabled Disability
Population Rate
Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
5to0 15 41,692 6.0%
16 to 64 549,598 21.0%
65 and older 217,934 49.3%
Total 809,224 21.6%

Entitlement Areas of Georgia
5to 15 35,413 5.5%
16 to 64 471,564 17.5%
65 and older 140,611 45.0%
Total 647,588 17.7%
State of Georgia

5to0 15 77,105 5.7%
16 to 64 1,021,162 19.2%
65 and older 358,545 47.5%
Total 1,456,812 19.7%

of tracts with below-average disability rates in suburban

Census tracts in and around the Atlanta metrofitan area and Savannah. Disabilityrates

tended to be lower in coastalCensus tracts.

Table II.7
Disability by Age
Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
2013 Five-Year ACS Data

Male Female Total

Age Disabled Disability Disabled Disability Disabled Disability

Population Rate Population Rate Population Rate

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
Under 5 1,641 1.0% 1,112 0.7% 2,753 0.9%
5to 17 30,934 6.7% 18,536 4.2% 49,470 5.5%
18to 34 33,759 7.0% 31,374 6.2% 65,133 6.6%
35t0 64 145,556 15.9% 150,794 15.3% 296,350 15.6%
65 to 74 55,429 31.5% 59,986 30.0% 115,415 30.7%
75 or Older 49,031 52.2% 80,765 56.9% 129,796 55.0%
Total 316,350 13.8% 342,567 14.1% 658,917 13.9%
Entitlement Areas of Georgia
Under 5 1,525 0.8% 1,309 0.7% 2,834 0.8%
5to 17 26,816 5.8% 15,539 3.5% 42,355 4.7%
18to 34 31,645 5.2% 31,133 4.8% 62,778 5.0%
35to 64 98,282 10.8% 117,300 11.6% 215,582 11.3%
65to 74 29,753 24.8% 39,776 26.9% 69,529 26.0%
75 or Older 32,142 48.1% 63,571 55.7% 95,713 52.9%
Total 220,163 9.4% 268,628 10.6% 488,791 10.0%
State of Georgia
Under 5 3,166 0.9% 2,421 0.7% 5,687 0.8%
5to 17 57,750 6.3% 34,075 3.9% 91,825 5.1%
18 to 34 65,404 6.0% 62,507 5.4% 127,911 5.7%
35to0 64 243,838 13.4% 268,094 13.4% 511,932 13.4%
65 to 74 85,182 28.8% 99,762 28.7% 184,944 28.7%
75 or Older 81,173 50.5% 144,336 56.3% 225,509 54.1%
Total 536,513 11.6% 611,195 12.3% 1,147,708 11.9%
2016 State of Georgia Final Report
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Map 1.5

Population with Disabilities by Census Tract, 2000
Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
2000 Census Data
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Map 11.6

1. JurisdictionalBackground Information

Population with Disabilities by Census Tract, 2009-2013

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
2009-2013 ACS Data
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1. JurisdictionalBackground Information

Disability rates were higher for older residents than for younger residents in 2000 and 2008
2012. Just fewer than 50 percent of residents aged 65 and abqguee., elderly residents were
reported to be living with disabilities in 2000. In 2008-2012, approximately forty percent of
elderly residents were living with some form of disability.This trend, along withthe growth in
the elderly population in recent years discussed previously, is likely tancrease demand for
"bbdrrhakd gnt r hentitentemharsag d r s sdQr mnm

EVMPLOYMENT DATA

Data indicating the size and dynamics of job markets in the noentitlement areas of Georgia,
workforce, incomes, and persons in poverty provide essential contaxal background and
indicate the potential buying power of residents when making a housing choice.

LABOR FORCE ANDEVIPLOYMENT

The Bureau of Labor Statistics collects data on labor force participation and employment, and
represents a count of people eitheworking or seeking work. These data are collected through
the Current Employment Statistics program, which surveys about 144,000 businesses and
government agencies each month. The unemployment rate is based on the gap between the
number of employed persams and the total number in the labor force; this gap is represented as
a percentage of the total labor force.

Fgnvsg hm s egditlement Iabdrgnarkers was steady from 1990 through 20QCas
shown in Diagram I.1 on the following page Between 1990 and 1992, roughly 16,000
workers were being hired every year on average. That figure rose to more than 50,000 per year
from 1992 through 2000, after which growth in the number of employed slowed to a trickle.
Strong growth resumed in 2002, eit at a slower pace than before 2000. This growth began
to slacken in 2007 and, in the following year, the number of employeddecreasedfor the first
time in nearly two decades.However, the more dramatic drop in the number of employed
came in 2009, when the number of employed persons in the statdecreasedby over 120,000.
Since 2010, the job market has shown signs of recovery, though the rate of growth since that
time has, on average, been below what was observed in the early 1990s.

Recent trends in he labor market reflect the impact of the nationwide recession of 2008 and
2009. The Obama Administration identified the State of Georgia, along with 17 other states
and the Distiict of Columbia, as one ofthe gd "r sg s v r ©g qcdrs
based on unemployment figures andsharp declines in home values. The purpose of the
Hardest Hit Fund was to provide targeted relief to homeowners whose homegalues had
declined as a result of the recessig and who were struggling to pay their mortgages in the
face of high unemployment?

8 Note that the cities of Brunswick and Columbus are included intth r s ° sedtiglementareas for the purposes of the following
discussion because BLS data were not available for those cities, they couidt be excluded from the analysis.

g hsé&

°9G  qcdrs Ghs Etmc&€- TR Cdo gsldms ne Sqd ' rtgx vdarhsd- @bbdrrdc Mnu

http://www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financiatstability/ TARRPrograms/housing/hhf/Pages/default.aspx
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Diagram 1.1

Employment and Labor Force
State of Georgia
1990-2013 BLS Data
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For most of those two decades trends in the labor force, which includes the number of
employed as well as the number of those who are unemployed but looking for workglosely
followed trends in the number of employed. In fact, as shown in Diagramll2 below, the gap
between the two narrowed between 1992 and 2000, leading to a steady declinen the
unemployment rate during that period. However, the labor force continued to grow through
2008 amid slackening growth in the number of employed: the result was a 1.7 percentage
point increase in the unemployment rate in that year. The dramatic drom the number of
employed the following year led to an even more dramatic increase in the unemployment rate,
which rose to 9.7 percent in 2009 and topped ten percent the following year. Since that time,
the unemployment rate has fallen steadily, due in parto stagnation in the labor force and
steady, though slow, yearly growth in the number of employed.

Diagram I1.2

Unemployment Rate
State of Georgia
1990-2013 BLS Data

11.0
10.0
8.3
9.0 /
8.0 /
8.2
g 70
£ |
= 6.0 -
: /
1S 5.0 A
&)
g_ 4.0
o 30
5
2.0
1.0 T T T T T T T T T T T
1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012
—e— Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia —&— State of Georgia
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Monthly unemployment data from the BLS indicate that high rates in unemploymergersisted
through early2011. As shown in Diagram I1.3 below, the unemployment rate has been on an
overall decline since that time, notwithstanding the pronounced seasonal spikes in the
unemployment rate in the winter and summer months.

Diagram I1.3

Monthly Unemployment Rate
State of Georgia
1990-2013 BLS Data
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FULL- AND PART-TIME EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS

The Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) provided additional economic data for the State of

Fdnqgf h o - Sgd AD@ cdehmdr O s jolss rdther dhbnovikorkerd, soms €

workers can be counted twice in these data, e.g., those who work two or more patitne jobs.
That the smallest geographic area for which these data are available is the county: as a result,
l nrs ne sgd r s sdicigns coddmstibe éxauded fn@em the tarplysis. For that
gd rnm+ sgd sqgqdmcr chrbtrrdc adknv odgs Hhm
entitlement areas.

As shown in Diagram 11.4 below, trends in total employment largely corresponded to trends in
employment discussed above in the period from 1990 through 2013. In fact, these data suggest
that at the state level, the steady growth of the 1990s and early 2000s is part of a larger trend in
the state that stretches back to at least the early 1980s. That grovdicreasedoff dramatically

in 2001, and the total number of fullk and parttime jobs in the state did not begin to grow
again until 2004. The renewal of growth in total employment afte 2004 was relatively short
lived, however, as the state lost around 286,000 fulland parttime jobs from 2008 through
2010. Total employment has grown steadily since 2010, and stood at 5,504,086 jobs in 2013.

2016 State of Georgia Final Report
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1. JurisdictionalBackground Information

Diagram I1.4

Full- and Part-Time Employment
State of Georgia
1969i 2013 BEA Data
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average amount that workers earned at those jobs grew considerably. Howeyais shown in

Diagram 11.5 below, growth in real averageearnings per job had already begun to slow by
2000, and began to decline in the mid2000s after peaking at $52,323 per year in 2003, in

r

2014 dollars. By 2011, average earnings had fallen below $50,000 and, though earnings have

begun to rebound in recent yars, they have yet to rise to the levels observed in the early

2000s.
Diagram I1.5
Real Average Earnings Per Job
State of Georgia
1969i 2013 BEA Data, 2014 Dollars
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Unlike earnings, growth in real per capita income (PCI) was steady throughout the ninetiasd
continued to grow through the year 2000. However, as shown in Diagram Il.&n the following

page growth in real PCI leveled off after 2000. Modest growth in incomes resumed in 2005,
only to end in 2008 with a decline in PCI of around $515 per year. fat decline accelerated in
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1. JurisdictionalBackground Information

the following year, and by 2010 the average resident had an income that was roughly $2,800
per year lower, in real dollars, than it had been in 2007. Real PCI ticked upward in 2011,
though growth has been tepid since that time.

50,000

Diagram 11.6

Real Per Capita Income
State of Georgia

19691 2013 BEA Data, 2014 Dollars
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odgbdms

T fd

ne

h mb n | -dntittarment argad appears t® Haye incneasad between
2000 and 2013, as tle growth in the number and percentageof higher income households
outpaced growth in lower income households. As shown in Table I8 on the following page,
the most pronounced growth occurred among households earning more than $100,000 per
year, which more than doubled in number ove the time period and came to account for 16.8

T kk

g nt r dngtierkeatrareds im 200901 3. Bys cordras the mn m

number of households earning less than $15,000 per yeatecreasedby over 16,000. In the
entittement areas of the wte, a different pattern emerged, as the number angercentage of
households earning less than $20,000 grew, the number angercentageof households earning
more than $100,000 grew considerably more, and theercentageof all households in between

decrea®d.
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Table 1.8

Households by Income
Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
2000 Census SF3 & 2013 Five-Year ACS Data

| 2000 Census 2013 Five-Year ACS
neome Households % of Total Households % of Total
Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
Less than $15,000 279,869 18.4% 263,565 15.3%
$15,000 to $19,999 101,246 6.7% 105,643 6.1%
$20,000 to $24,999 106,960 7.1% 105,348 6.1%
$25,000 to $34,999 203,763 13.4% 192,636 11.2%
$35,000 to $49,999 262,518 17.3% 247,529 14.4%
$50,000 to $74,999 293,517 19.3% 317,034 18.4%
$75,000 to $99,999 137,633 9.1% 201,922 11.7%
$100,000 or More 131,444 8.7% 289,444 16.8%
Total 1,516,950 100.0% 1,723,121 100.0%
Entitlement Areas of Georgia
Less than $15,000 201,006 13.5% 246,502 13.7%
$15,000 to $19,999 76,430 5.1% 94,430 5.3%
$20,000 to $24,999 84,643 5.7% 95,231 5.3%
$25,000 to $34,999 174,926 11.7% 190,977 10.6%
$35,000 to $49,999 240,443 16.1% 241,272 13.4%
$50,000 to $74,999 299,686 20.1% 317,482 17.7%
$75,000 to $99,999 174,018 11.7% 205,206 11.4%
$100,000 or More 239,576 16.1% 403,876 22.5%
Total 1,490,728 100.0% 1,794,976 100.0%
State of Georgia

Less than $15,000 480,875 16.0% 510,067 14.5%
$15,000 to $19,999 177,676 5.9% 200,073 5.7%
$20,000 to $24,999 191,603 6.4% 200,579 5.7%
$25,000 to $34,999 378,689 12.6% 383,613 10.9%
$35,000 to $49,999 502,961 16.7% 488,801 13.9%
$50,000 to $74,999 593,203 19.7% 634,516 18.0%
$75,000 to $99,999 311,651 10.4% 407,128 11.6%
$100,000 or More 371,020 12.3% 693,320 19.7%
Total 3,007,678 100.0% 3,518,097 100.0%

POVERTY

In spite of the shift toward higher incomes, lte poverty raté® hm s gd r-entitlemedrg r mn m
areas increased after 2000, rising from 13.7 percent to 18.1 percent in 20013, as shown in

Table 1.9 on the followingpage Sgd r I d v r sqtd hm sgd rs sd
here the increase was more pronounced: from 12.3 percent in 2000, the poverty rate had

grown to 18.3 percent by 2013.

10 The Census Bureau uses a set of income thresholds that vary by family size and composition to determine poverty statue Ifd h k x Q r
total income is less than the threshold for its size, then that family, and every individual in it, is considered poorhe official poverty
definition counts income before taxes and does not include capital gains and narashbenefits such asMedicaid and food stamps.
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Table 11.9
Poverty by Age

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
2000 Census SF3 & 2013 Five-Year ACS Data

2000 Census 2013 Five-Year ACS

Age P'eDrsons in % of Total Persons in % of Total

overty Poverty

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
Under 6 67,278 12.2% 107,352 12.6%
6to 17 130,604 23.6% 191,106 22.5%
18 to 64 288,818 52.2% 482,896 56.8%
65 or Older 66,417 12.0% 69,150 8.1%
Total 553,117 100.0% 850,504 100.0%
Poverty Rate 13.7% . 18.1%
Entitlement Areas of Georgia
Under 6 60,073 12.5% 124,999 14.1%
6to 17 107,451 22.4% 197,871 22.3%
18 to 64 277,341 57.7% 514,007 58.0%
65 or Older 35,811 7.5% 49,299 5.6%
Total 480,676 100.0% 886,176 100.0%
Poverty Rate 12.3% . 18.3%
State of Georgia

Under 6 127,351 12.3% 232,351 13.4%
6to 17 238,055 23.0% 388,977 22.4%
18 to 64 566,159 54.8% 996,903 57.4%
65 or Older 102,228 9.9% 118,449 6.8%
Total 1,033,793 100.0% 1,736,680 100.0%
Poverty Rate 13.0% 18.2%

In 2000, Census tracts with relatively high concentrations of residents living in poverty tended
to be clustered in rural areas in the center and south dhe state, as shown in Map Il.7on the
following page. More than half of the population was living in poverty in Census tracts in and
around Statesboro and Dublin. By comparison, most of the Census tracts in the northern part of
the state, including suburlan Census tracts in and around the Atlanta metropolitan area, had
below average poverty rates in 2000.

By 2009-2013, that picture had changed considerably. As shown in Map Il.&n page 35,
poverty had becomemore widespread in the northern part of the st& since 2000, even as the
nudqg kk onudqgsx @ehtilednenhameassgged byroger feud percentage points.
Relatively high poverty rates persisted in those areas that were observed to hold high
concentrations of residents living in povertym 2000, including Statesboro and Dublin.

Final Report
March 31, 2016

2016 State of Georgia
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 33



1. JurisdictionalBackground Information

Map 1.7

Poverty Rate by Census Tract, 2000
Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia

2000 Census Data
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Map 11.8

Poverty Rate by Census Tract, 2009-2013
Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia
2009-2013 ACS Data
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